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pointed tbe plaintiff's manage.' in 1900 and ba.d authority to 8îgn
andl endonie cht-ques fer the plaintiff. In 19(6 Abbott opened a
private bank account 'ritb the defendants, wthout, the plainiff"b
knowledge, and fron, 1907 to 1911 pe.id int<, that account 50
cheques of the plaintiff which be had drawa. or indorsed wben
necesary, "per pro." TLe8e cheques ha'i ail heen collected in
the 'iulway and credited toù Abbott. Abouit the heginring of
1912 Abhott's fraud waâ discovered and the action was brought
to recover the amouat ef the cheques so improperiy used by
Ahbott. It was contended for the plaintiff's that the chequîes
heing rigneil -per pro" the Bank had notice under the Bis of
Ex~chanige Act, 1882. s. 25 (R.S.C. c. 119. s. 51). and that the
pripal was only bound when Ahhott was acting wýithin the
litnits of bi!. autboritv: and tbat at ail events the cheques were

4 forgeries. B3ut the defendants claimed the protection of !-. éb2
of the Art, i R.S.C. r. 119. g. 173) the eht-qut-s aving been cross-7ci1
to the defendants. ani that s. 25 did flot apply after a bill bad
been paid. The Court c-f Appeal <Lord Reading, ('.J.. and Buck-
lev and Phii1imore. 1-1.. un.he]ld the 41efenl'ai.t's contention ani
dismissed the actio)n overruhing the derision of C'oleridge, L1. who
had given judgmcnt for the plaitiffs The Court of Appeal
thoughit that tFe defvndanws were entitled to assumne. after the
first vear or two. that Ahhott wsacting m-ithin bis authoritv no
object ion having hee;ii ma-ie. and that as regards the cheques
p)rtviouslv paid there had been a ratification by '"- paintiff or
bis agünt's of the art of Abott.

IýATïN AGN-D RIPTION OF rNRiEjISTERFD PERS-ON-
PÂTENT A(;NCV.'

H1aws v. Gr-ahamî (1914) 3 K.B. 400. This was a case stated 1wv
a mnagistrate. The defendant was summone(i 'or describing him-
't4f a>- a -Patent Aget.''t, contrarN Io dtis provisions of a statett'
orbudding any person to (lcscril)-ii imseif as a patent agent unless

c'ny1 i-egistüred as such. It appeared that the (lefendant was not
a registered patent agent, but that he occupw-d Jremises on which
wcre affixed the words "Patent Age>ncy." The defendant was
convieted; but the DiviAional Court ýlZid1ey, Rowlatt, iind
She.-rn.-nn.... Lld tha'1 theC defendant bad flot descrihed hiniseif
as a patent agent ani qjupshed the conviction.

BUILDING SO!EY10R)IGBNIO Bl7'SINES$ý-ULTRA
VIlIES>-Wl NIII. (G-U P- I)I5-TRI BUTION OF MASEi'5-->RI ORITIFS
--SHAnERIIOLDERS-('annîiros--MONEY HAT) AND REC7EIVED.

Sinclair v. Brougham (1914) A.C. 398. This was an appeal
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